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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO

STATE OF IDAHO,

)
)
Plaintiff-Respondent,
)
)
v.
)
)
BRADLEY STEVEN STEIGER,
)
)
Defendant-Appellant.
)
____________________________________)

NO. 46303-2018
ADA COUNTY NO. CR01-17-15715

APPELLANT’S BRIEF

STATEMENT OF THE CASE
Nature of the Case
Bradley Steven Steiger pled guilty to third degree arson. The district court imposed a
unified sentence of ten years, with two and one-half years fixed, and retained jurisdiction. After
Mr. Steiger completed his rider, and notwithstanding the recommendation of the Idaho
Department of Correction (IDOC) for probation, the district court relinquished jurisdiction and
denied his subsequent motion for reduction of sentence. On appeal, Mr. Steiger argues that the
district court abused its discretion by imposing an excessive sentence and by not placing him on
probation.
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Statement of the Facts and Course of Proceedings
Mr. Steiger was twenty-one years old when, amidst a terrible argument, he poured
gasoline on a pile of his girlfriend’s clothing he had thrown onto their front yard and tried to light
it. (PSI, p.141.) He was arrested on charges of domestic battery, malicious injury to property,
and attempted arson. (PSI, p.141.)
Pursuant to an agreement with the State, Mr. Steiger pled guilty to third degree arson; in
exchange, the State agreed to limit its sentencing recommendation to ten years, with two years
fixed, and retained jurisdiction. (Tr., p.5, Ls.4-15.) Mr. Steiger applied to mental health court
but was not accepted.

(Tr., p.16, Ls.13-21.)

At sentencing, trial counsel emphasized

Mr. Steiger’s mental health issues and urged probation and treatment, with an underlying
sentence of five years, with two years fixed. (Tr., p.18, Ls.20-24.) Mr. Steiger also personally
addressed the district court, and his girlfriend, and apologized for his actions. (Tr., p.19, L.17 –
p.20, L.4.)
The district court declined the request for probation and sentenced Mr. Steiger to ten
years, with two and one-half years fixed, and retained jurisdiction. (Tr., p.24, Ls.11-18.) The
court explained it was not ready to place Mr. Steiger in the community, and told him
So this is not the standard Rider where, you know, if you go out and go along and
kind of do okay, you’re going to get an order of probation. You have to prove to
me that it’s safe to let you out and that you’ve learned some things about yourself
and that you’ve learned to control your anger and your behavior and stop
manipulating and trying to control everything. Because I won’t hesitate to impose
this sentence if I don’t feel like you have gotten that.
(Tr., p.25, Ls.13-21.)
Mr. Steiger completed the Correctional Alternative Placement Program (CAPP) and
earned the IDOC’s recommendation for probation. (PSI, pp.187-88, 193.) However, he received
a Class-C DOR for sharing a library book with another inmate without authorization. (PSI,

2

p.189.) Relying heavily on that DOR, the district court relinquished jurisdiction. (Tr., p.34,
Ls.8-17; R., p.86.)
Mr. Clark filed a motion pursuant to Idaho Criminal Rule 35 asking the district court to
reconsider its decision and to place him on probation.

(R., pp.109-21.)

In his motion,

Mr. Steiger explained the DOR/library book incident was unintentional and provided statements
from fellow inmates indicating that he had not leant the book to anyone. (R., pp.109-20.) The
district court denied the motion. (Aug.R., pp.1-5.)1 Mr. Steiger filed a Notice of Appeal that is
timely from the judgment, the order relinquishing jurisdiction, and the denial of his Rule 35
motion. I.A.R. 14(a), 17(e)(1)(C). (R., p.89.)

ISSUE
Did the district court abuse its discretion by refusing to place Mr. Steiger on probation and
sentencing him to an excessive prison term?

ARGUMENT
The District Court Abused Its Discretion By Refusing To Place Mr. Steiger On Probation And
Sentencing Him To An Excessive Prison Term

A.

Introduction
Mr. Steiger asserts that the district court abused its discretion by refusing to place him on

probation and sentencing him to an excessive term of imprisonment. He argues that the district
court failed to adequately consider his mental health issues and the progress that he showed on
his rider notwithstanding those challenges.
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The district court’s order denying the Rule 35 motion was filed after the record was settled in
his case; Mr. Steiger is filing a motion to augment the record with the district court’s order
contemporaneously with this Appellant’s Brief.
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B.

Standard Of Review
The district court’s sentencing decisions are reviewed for an abuse of discretion. State v.

Miller, 151 Idaho 826, 834 (2011). The relevant, multi-tiered inquiry asks: (1) whether the trial
court correctly perceived the issue as one of discretion; (2) whether the trial court acted within
the boundaries of its discretion; (3) acted consistently with the legal standards applicable; and (4)
whether the trial court reached its decision by an exercise of reason. State v. Le Veque, 164
Idaho 110, 112 (2018).
Where a defendant challenges his sentence as excessively harsh, the appellate court will
conduct an independent review of the record giving consideration to the nature of the offense, the
character of the offender, and the protection of the public interest. State v. Miller, 151 Idaho
828, 834 (2011). In determining whether to place a defendant on probation or instead to send
him to prison, Idaho Code § 19-2521 requires that the district court not impose a prison
sentence “unless, having regard to the nature and circumstances of the crime and the history,
character and condition of the defendant, it is of the opinion that imprisonment is appropriate
for protection of the public…” I.C. § 19-2521.
In addition to these considerations, where a defendant’s mental condition is a significant
issue, “Idaho Code Section 19-2523 requires that the sentencing judge also weigh that mental
condition as a sentencing consideration.” Miller, 151 Idaho at 834. Although a defendant’s
mental health is only one of the factors that must be considered and weighed by the court at
sentencing, the record must show the court adequately considered the substance of the factors
when it imposed the sentence. Miller, 151 828, 836 (2011); State v. Strand, 137 Idaho 457, 461
(2002).
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A court’s decision to relinquish jurisdiction will not be deemed an abuse of discretion if
the trial court has sufficient information to determine that a suspended sentence and probation
would be inappropriate pursuant to I.C. § 19-2521.

State v. Chapel, 107 Idaho 193, 194

(Ct. App. 1984). A motion made pursuant to Rule 35 is essentially a plea for leniency, and its
grant or denial is a matter within the discretion of the district court. See State v. Knighton, 143
Idaho 318, 319 (2006).
C.

In Light Of Mr. Steiger’s Mental Health Issues And The Progress Made During His
Rider, The District Abused Its Discretion By Declining His Requests For Probation
In view of the mitigating factors in this case, the district court acted unreasonably when it

declined the opportunities to place Mr. Steiger on probation following this rider. Mr. Steiger
maintains he was a good candidate for probation and that the district court failed to adequately
take his mental health condition into account when evaluating his rider performance. While that
performance was imperfect, Mr. Steiger made remarkable, meaningful progress. The program
officials assessing him called him “an enthusiastic programmer” who had set the goal of
becoming a better father to his young children. (PSI, p.190.) He “maintained a positive attitude”
while managing difficult issues surround the custody of his son. (PSI, p.190.) While he faced
challenges in having to address his relationship with his children’s mother, he “took this
opportunity to integrate these situations into a Behavior Chain.” (PSI, p.190.) His performance
overall “demonstrated great potential.”

(PSI, p.190.)

He had few disciplinary issues, for

sleeping on the floor next to his bunk, for not standing with ID in hand at count, not participating
in an activity he had signed up for, and arguing with staff direction. (PSI, p.190.) There was
only one substantial disciplinary event, which occurred when another inmate was found using a
particular IDOC library book loaned to Mr. Steiger with the instruction that he not allow others
to use it. (PSI, p.190.) Mr. Steiger took responsibility for leaving the book out (Tr., p.31, Ls.125

14; R., p.111); however, this lapse did not warrant the forfeiture of his opportunity for probation,
particularly since he had done well in the program, the IDOC had recommended probation, and
Mr. Steiger had housing, a job, and aftercare programming waiting for him when he was
released. (See PSI, p.190.)
Additionally, as noted by the presentence investigator, Mr. Steiger went into his rider
with a history of mental health issues. (PSI, p.19.) He worked hard to complete the program and
told the district court he was excited to attend the aftercare. (Tr., p.31, Ls.6-14.) In view of all
of these circumstances, the district court’s refusal to place Mr. Steiger on probation represents an
abuse of the district court’s sentencing discretion.
D.

The District Court Abused Its Discretion By Imposing An Excessive Sentence
Mr. Steiger also asserts that his prison sentencing of ten years, with two and one-half

years fixed, is excessive given his youth, the fact that this was his first felony offense, and his
long struggle with anxiety and depression attributable to fetal alcohol syndrome. (PSI, p.8.)
Mr. Steiger finds himself the father of two children and in a highly volatile relationship with
their mother. (PSI, p.8; sealed Ex.p.3.) He needs help, not incarceration. (See PSI, pp.2, 5-6.)
Mr. Steiger has tremendous support from his family. (See PSI, pp.8, 185.) He is especially
motivated to change and become the father he wants to be. (R., pp.8; Tr., p.31, Ls.6-14.)
Given the mitigating circumstances presented in his case, the lengthy prison sentence
imposed in this case is excessive, and therefore unreasonable, representing an abuse of the
district court’s sentencing discretion.
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CONCLUSION
Mr. Steiger respectfully requests that this Court vacate his sentence and remand his case
to the district court for resentencing, with instruction that the district court impose a less severe,
reasonable underlying sentence and place him on probation.
DATED this 21st day of March, 2019.

/s/ Kimberly A. Coster
KIMBERLY A. COSTER
Deputy State Appellate Public Defender
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